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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to Applicant's application 10/563,610, filed 
1/6/06. Claims 1-32, which are currently pending, are considered below. 

Priority 

This application is a 371 of PCT/FI04/00425, filed 7/2/04. This application claims 
foreign priority to EPO 03396071 , filed 7/1 0/03. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 1/6/06 is in compliance 
with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is 
being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 4-17, and 21-32 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c) as being in 
improper form because of a multiple dependent claim. See MPEP § 608.01 (n). 
Accordingly, the claims 4-17, and 21-32 have not been further treated on the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-5, 7-8, 13-15, 17-23, 25-26, 28-29, and 32 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Singh et al. (U.S. Patent 6055539). 
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With respect to claim 1 , Singh teaches receiving records containing several 
fields, the fields of which records containing values (i.e. records have fields with numeric 
and categorical values, (column 2, lines 1-9)), reading (1002) the values contained in at 
least two specified fields from each of the received records (i.e. Figure 1 has a record 
with three different fields, (column 2, lines 23-25)), selecting (1001) field-specifically 
ordered classification structures corresponding to the specified fields, which field- 
specifically ordered classification structures comprise an own ordered classification 
structure for each of the specified fields in the received record (i.e. classification is built 
on field attributes for each record, (column 2, lines 1-9)), for each record: searching 
(1001, 1004, 1007) from the selected classification structures a set of suitable classes 
for each of the specified fields, wherein the suitable classes correspond to the value 
read from the field (i.e. an intersection of the set of classes is formed, (column 3, lines 
35-67)), and forming an intersection set of the sets of suitable classes (i.e. a class is 
assigned to a record from intersection, (column 3, lines 54-67)), selecting a class from 
the intersection set and assigning (1112) the selected class to the record, whereby said 
assigned class has been read from the field-specifically ordered classification structure. 

With respect to claim 2, Singh teaches sets are formed on the basis of the values 
of the fields, in such a way that a set of classes is formed for each field (i.e. sets formed 
from field values, (column 3, lines 45-50)), the service IDs, the condition of the field 
used in the conditional statement of the class of which is true, are incorporated in the 
field-specific sets (i.e. service ID indicated T/F as low/high, (column 2, lines 23-36)), and 
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the class that appears in all of the sets, i.e. whose conditional statement is entirely true, 
is selected (1111) (i.e. low risk true, (column 2, lines 23-36)). 

With respect to claim 3, Singh teaches that the accuracy principle is used to 
select the class, to which the record is selected, from the classes corresponding to the 
reference value or reference values, in which case that is selected, from of those 
corresponding to the reference value or reference values, which has the definition of 
which the greatest number of classification structure conditions are met (i.e. choose 
classification with highest number of classification conditions met, (column 2, lines 62- 
64)). 

With respect to claim 4, Singh teaches that the class to which the record is 
selected is selected, from the classes corresponding to the reference value or reference 
values, by applying an intersection or intersections and unions performed using logical 
operands (i.e. intersections and unions are performed using logical operands, or 
decision trees, (column 2, lines 10-22)). 

With respect to claim 5, Singh teaches that the reference value is searched from 
a field-specific classification structure, by using a search method that is faster than a 
sequential search, such as a binary search, a tree search, a hash search, and that the 
least comparisons are used to find the reference value according to the value contained 
in the field is found in an ordered structure in the classification structure (i.e. binary tree 
and has search used, (column 9, lines 59-67, and column 12, line 17)). 
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With respect to claim 7, Singh teaches that the fields are fields marked with a 
field ID (i.e. each record has a record ID, so the fields are characterized by their 
attribute and record ID, (column 3, lines 6-8)). 

With respect to claim 8, Singh teaches that values in various formats, such as 
numeric and symbolic values are placed in the fields, and that there are specific 
classification structures for the various formats, and/or indicators to the classification 
structures (i.e. numeric and categorical attribute values are placed in fields, and 
different classifiers are built based on those values, (column 2, lines 1-9)). 

With respect to claim 13, Singh teaches that the names of the fields are set to 
form the entries of the table and for each field at least one operand-specific table 
according to at least one of the following operands is created, greater than (>), greater 
than or equal to (>=), less than , less than or equal to (=), equal to (=), and not equal to 
(!=) tables, so that a tree-like field-specific classification structure is created for each 
specified field (i.e. binary and decision tree classification structure are created for fields, 
(column 12, line 17, column 5, line 55)). 

With respect to claim 14, Singh teaches that the intersection set includes more 
than one class and, of these classes, the class with the greatest accuracy is selected, 
which accuracy is defined on the basis of the number of fields used in the conditional 
statement of the class(i.e. choose classification with highest number of classification 
conditions met, (column 2, lines 62-64)) . 

With respect to claim 15, Singh teaches that the intersection set is an empty set 
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and the class is selected in such a way that a review is made of the statement with next 
lowest accuracy (i.e. intersection set is empty, (column 3, lines 52-53)). 

With respect to claim 17, Singh teaches a classification system for records, which 
includes a classification system that is arranged to receive records, the fields of which 
contain values (i.e. classification system receives records and fields, (column 2, lines 1- 
9, and column 3, lines 6-8)), and to select the records to classes characterized in that 
the classification structure contains a field-specific classification structure (i.e. records 
assigned to classes on basis of field structure, (column 2, lines 1-9, and column 3, line 
7)), and according to at least one specified field of the received records, logical 
operands are connected to the field-specific classification structure, the reference 
values used in the service-class definition suiting each operand relating to each defined 
field are arranged to form a separately ordered structure, - classes suiting each 
reference value are connected to each ordered structure (i.e. logical operands convert 
classification rules used by decision trees and SQL statements, column 2, lines 20-26), 
the classification system is set to select, to a set class, the classification of a received 
record (i.e. system selects class of record, column 2, lines 5-9). 

With respect to claim 18, Singh teaches that the conditions of the classes are 
recorded in the classification structure (i.e. conditions of classes recorded in 
classification structure: low/high, true/false, (column 2, lines 24-36)). 

With respect to claim 19, Singh teaches that at least one reference value and at 
least one service ID according to the reference value are recorded in an operand- 
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specific ordered data structure (i.e. operand specific ordered data structure records 
reference value and service ID, figure 6). 

With respect to claim 20, Singh teaches that the field-specifically ordered 
classification system contains a selection structure based on operands and a class 
division corresponding to the selections according to the structure (i.e. field 
classification system is based on class division, column 2, lines 20-23). 

With respect to claim 21 , Singh teaches that the classification system contains 
format-specific classification structures, or format-specific indicators to the classification 
structures (i.e. system contains format specific structures, column 2, lines 1-4). 

With respect to claim 22, Singh teaches that the reference values in the field- 
specific classification structure are arranged as an ordered structure essentially in order 
of magnitude (i.e. references arranged by magnitude, column 2, lines 24-36). 

With respect to claim 23, Singh teaches that the classification structures are 
separate, on the basis of the form of the symbol used in the classification structure field, 
such as character-form or numeric (i.e. numeric and categorical attribute values are 
placed in fields, and different classifiers are built based on those values, (column 2, 
lines 1-9)). 

With respect to claim 25, Singh teaches that the reference values are listed in 
order of magnitude and/or accuracy (i.e. references arranged by magnitude, column 2, 
lines 24-36). 
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With respect to claim 26, Singh teaches that it is arranged to search from the 
classification structure for the service class set for a received record (i.e. classification 
structure may be searched according to record, column 2, lines 1-9). 

With respect to claim 28, Singh teaches that the fields are fields marked using a 
field identifier (i.e. each record has a record ID, so the fields are characterized by their 
attribute and record ID, (column 3, lines 6-8)). 

With respect to claim 29, Singh teaches that values with different formats, such 
as numeric and symbolic values, are set in the fields and there are specific 
classifications structures and/or indicators to classification structures for the different 
formats (i.e. fields with numerical values and categorical values are part of classification 
structure, column 2, lines 1-9). 

With respect to claim 32, Singh teaches that it includes a classification structure 
(i.e. classification structure, column 2, lines 1-9). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 6, 9-12, 16, 24, 27, 30, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Singh et al. (U.S. Patent 6055539) in view of Zolotov (U.S. 

Patent 6731730). 

With respect to claim 6, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that the 
records received are formed on the basis of the properties of the telecommunications 
connections. However, Zolotov teaches that the records received are formed on the 
basis of the properties of the telecommunications connections (i.e. records are based 
on telecommunication connections, column 5, lines 21-40). Singh and Zolotov are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of building and 
accessing a classified database. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Singh and Zolotov 
before him or her, to modify the system of Singh with the teaching of Zolotov in order to 
use the telecommunication classification as part of the CDR database system, (Zolotov, 
column 5, lines 22-40). The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a 
system for building combined CDR databases for use in telecommunication networks, 
(Zolotov, column 2, lines 10-17)). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Zolotov with Singh to obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 
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With respect to claim 9, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that the 
classes to which the records are selected are service classes of billable 
telecommunications services, or a call, and/or types of telecommunications 
connections. However, Zolotov teaches that the classes to which the records are 
selected are service classes of billable telecommunications services, or a call, and/or 
types of telecommunications connections (i.e. the CDR, or combined call detail record 
database, contains billing data for telecommunication system, column 4, lines 15-18). 
Singh and Zolotov are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
of building and accessing a classified database. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Singh and 
Zolotov before him or her, to modify the system of Singh with the teaching of Zolotov in 
order to use the telecommunication classification as part of the CDR database system, 
(Zolotov, column 5, lines 22-40). The motivation for doing so would have been to 
provide a system for building combined CDR databases for use in telecommunication 
networks, (Zolotov, column 2, lines 10-17)). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Zolotov with Singh to obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

With respect to claim 10, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that the 
classes, to which the records are selected, are separated on the basis of conditions 
relating to the properties of telecommunications connections. However, Zolotov teaches 
that the classes, to which the records are selected, are separated on the basis of 
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conditions relating to the properties of telecommunications connections (i.e. type of 
telecommunication connection separates the records in classification, column 5, lines 
21-40). Singh and Zolotov are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of building and accessing a classified database. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Singh and Zolotov before him or her, to modify the system of Singh with the teaching of 
Zolotov in order to use the telecommunication classification as part of the CDR 
database system, (Zolotov, column 5, lines 22-40). The motivation for doing so would 
have been to provide a system for building combined CDR databases for use in 
telecommunication networks, (Zolotov, column 2, lines 10-17)). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Zolotov with Singh to obtain the invention as specified in the 
instant claim(s). Singh and Zolotov are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of building and accessing a classified database. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Singh and Zolotov before him or her, to modify the system of Singh with 
the teaching of Zolotov in order to use the telecommunication classification as part of 
the CDR database system, (Zolotov, column 5, lines 22-40). The motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide a system for building combined CDR databases for use in 
telecommunication networks, (Zolotov, column 2, lines 10-17)). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Zolotov with Singh to obtain the invention as specified in the 
instant claim(s). 
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With respect to claim 1 1 , Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that one 
field identifier corresponds to a field depicting the duration in time of a billable 
telecommunications connection and/or a field depicting the volume and/or speed of the 
data transmitted over a billable telecommunications connection. However, Zolotov 
teaches that one field identifier corresponds to a field depicting the duration in time of a 
billable telecommunications connection and/or a field depicting the volume and/or speed 
of the data transmitted over a billable telecommunications connection (i.e. duration of a 
call is a field in the CDR, column 6, lines 26-44). Singh and Zolotov are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of building and accessing a classified 
database. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, having the teachings of Singh and Zolotov before him or her, to modify 
the system of Singh with the teaching of Zolotov in order to use the telecommunication 
classification as part of the CDR database system, (Zolotov, column 5, lines 22-40). The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide a system for building combined 
CDR databases for use in telecommunication networks, (Zolotov, column 2, lines 10- 
17)). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Zolotov with Singh to obtain the 
invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

With respect to claim 12, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that the 
record is a telecommunications network event description record, such as a CDR, ER, 
IPDR, or UDR. However, Zolotov teaches that the record is a telecommunications 



Application/Control Number: Page 13 

10/563,610 

Art Unit: 2169 

network event description record, such as a CDR, ER, IPDR, or UDR (i.e. record is a 
Combined Call Detail Record database (CDR) in a management telecommunications 
network, (abstract)). Singh and Zolotov are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of building and accessing a classified database. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Singh and Zolotov before him or her, to modify the system of Singh with 
the teaching of Zolotov in order to use the telecommunication classification as part of 
the CDR database system, (Zolotov, column 5, lines 22-40). The motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide a system for building combined CDR databases for use in 
telecommunication networks, (Zolotov, column 2, lines 10-17)). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Zolotov with Singh to obtain the invention as specified in the 
instant claim(s). 

With respect to claim 16, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that it is 
performed in a mediator system of a telecommunications network. However, Zolotov 
teaches that it is performed in a mediator system of a telecommunications network (i.e. 
mediator collects data from network elements in a telecommunications network, column 
5, lines 41-50). Singh and Zolotov are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of building and accessing a classified database. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Singh and Zolotov before him or her, to modify the system of Singh with 
the teaching of Zolotov in order to use the telecommunication classification as part of 
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the CDR database system, (Zolotov, column 5, lines 22-40). The motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide a system for building combined CDR databases for use in 
telecommunication networks, (Zolotov, column 2, lines 10-17)). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Zolotov with Singh to obtain the invention as specified in the 
instant claim(s). 

With respect to claim 24, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that the 
field identifier is arranged to correspond to the field depicting the data-transfer capacity 
of a billable telecommunications connection. However, Zolotov teaches that the field 
identifier is arranged to correspond to the field depicting the data-transfer capacity of a 
billable telecommunications connection (i.e. duration of a call is a field in the CDR, 
column 6, lines 26-44). Singh and Zolotov are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of building and accessing a classified database. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Singh and Zolotov before him or her, to modify the system of Singh with 
the teaching of Zolotov in order to use the telecommunication classification as part of 
the CDR database system, (Zolotov, column 5, lines 22-40). The motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide a system for building combined CDR databases for use in 
telecommunication networks, (Zolotov, column 2, lines 10-17)). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Zolotov with Singh to obtain the invention as specified in the 
instant claim(s). 
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With respect to claim 27, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that it is 
arranged to operate in a mediator system of a telecommunications network However, 
Zolotov teaches that it is arranged to operate in a mediator system of a 
telecommunications network (i.e. mediator collects data from network elements in a 
telecommunications network, column 5, lines 41-50). Singh and Zolotov are analogous 
art because they are from the same field of endeavor of building and accessing a 
classified database. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Singh and Zolotov before him or her, to 
modify the system of Singh with the teaching of Zolotov in order to use the 
telecommunication classification as part of the CDR database system, (Zolotov, column 
5, lines 22-40). The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a system for 
building combined CDR databases for use in telecommunication networks, (Zolotov, 
column 2, lines 10-17)). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Zolotov with 
Singh to obtain the invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 

With respect to claim 30, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose teaches 
that at least one field identifier corresponds to a field depicting the duration in time of a 
billable telecommunications connection and/or a field depicting the volume and/or rate 
of data transmitted on a billable telecommunications connection However, Zolotov 
teaches that at least one field identifier corresponds to a field depicting the duration in 
time of a billable telecommunications connection and/or a field depicting the volume 
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and/or rate of data transmitted on a billable telecommunications connection (i.e. 
duration of a call is a field in the CDR, column 6, lines 26-44). 

With respect to claim 31, Singh teaches a system for classification built on field 
values and attributes, (column 2, lines 1-9.) Singh does not explicitly disclose that at 
least one field identifier corresponds to a field depicting the duration in time of a billable 
telecommunications connection and/or a field depicting the volume and/or rate of data 
transmitted on a billable telecommunications connection. However, Zolotov teaches that 
at least one field identifier corresponds to a field depicting the duration in time of a 
billable telecommunications connection and/or a field depicting the volume and/or rate 
of data transmitted on a billable telecommunications connection (i.e. duration of a call is 
a field in the CDR, column 6, lines 26-44). Singh and Zolotov are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of building and accessing a classified 
database. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, having the teachings of Singh and Zolotov before him or her, to modify 
the system of Singh with the teaching of Zolotov in order to use the telecommunication 
classification as part of the CDR database system, (Zolotov, column 5, lines 22-40). The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide a system for building combined 
CDR databases for use in telecommunication networks, (Zolotov, column 2, lines 10- 
17)). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Zolotov with Singh to obtain the 
invention as specified in the instant claim(s). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alexandria Y. Bromell whose telephone number is 571- 
270-3034. The examiner can normally be reached on M-R 6:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mohammad Ali can be reached on 571-272-4105. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Alexandria Y Bromell 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2169 



January 22, 2008 




